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REMARKS 

Claims 1, 2, 4-14, 16, 18-19, 30-38, and 42-46 are pending. 
Claims 1, 6, 16, and 42 are in independent form. 
CLAIMS 1 AND 16 

In the action mailed November 13, 2006, claims 1 and 16 
were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as anticipated by U.S. 
Patent Publication No. 2003/0041206 by Dickie (hereinafter 
"Dickie"). This contention is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 1 relates to a method that includes during boot-up of 
a mobile computer that comprises a display, displaying data 
originating from a personal information device (PID) in a first 
display area of the display in accordance with control signals 
from an interface with the PID and, after boot -up, displaying 
data originating from the mobile computer in a second display 
area of the display. 

Claim 16 relates to an article that includes a computer- 
readable medium that stores computer-executable instructions for 
causing a computer system to perform activities that are 
comparable to the method recited in claim 1. 

The rejection of claims 1 and 16 are deficient on several 
grounds, many of which appear to stem from a misunderstanding of 
the construction of Dickie's portable computer 104. In 
particular, Dickie's portable computer 104 includes two distinct 
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displays, i.e., a first display 110 and a second, status display 
124. See Dickie, FIG. 1, paras. [0015], [0017]. As can be seen 
from FIG. 1, first display 110 is mounted to a lid connected via 
a hinge to body 112 of a portable computer 104. See Dickie, 
para. [0015] . The second (status) display 124 is provided on 
the front side of body 112. See Dickie, para. [0017]. First 
display 110 is thus distinct from second display 124 . 

There is no reason to believe that first display 110 
displays information other than information originating from 
portable computer 104 over its entire area. Thus, first display 
110 does not display data originating from a personal 
information device (PID) in a first display area and data 
originating from the mobile computer in a second display area, 
as recited in claims 1 and 16. 

As for the second (status) display 124, in discussing the 

operation of buttons 126, Dickie states that 

"buttons 126 are used to acknowledge or modify 
events and information generated by the PDA 102 
and/or the portable computer 104 and presented on 
the status display 124." See Dickie, para. 
[0017] . 

Even if one of ordinary skill were to interpret this 
statement as indicating that the second (status) display 124 
displays data originating from both a personal information 
device (PID) and a mobile computer (which applicant does not 
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concede), claim 1 would still not be anticipated by Dickie. In 
particular, there is no description or suggestion that data 
originating from a personal information device (PID) is 
displayed in a first display area of the second (status) display 
124 and data originating from the mobile computer is displayed 
in a second display area of the second (status) display 124. 

This is perhaps not surprising, given the nature of the 
second (status) display 124. In particular, the second (status) 
display 124 is understood to be a relatively small LCD screen 
that uses "very little energy." See Dickie, para. [0028] . It 
would seem unlikely that such a small LCD screen would display 
data originating from a first device in a first area and data 
originating from a. second device in a second area, as recited in 
claims 1 and 16. 

In addition to these deficiencies, Dickie is also silent as 
to any display of data during boot-up, much less the display of 
data originating from a personal information device in a first 
display area of the display in accordance with control signals 
from an interface with the PID. Rather than discussing data 
display during boot -up, Dickie merely indicates that the second 
(status) LCD 124 can display information generated by the PDA 
102 "while the main processor 410 is in suspend mode." See 
Dickie, para. [0028] . Since a suspend mode necessary requires a 
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prior operation, a. boot-up cannot constitute such a suspend 
mode. In particular, with a boot-up, there is no prior 
operation to be suspended. 

It is well-established that the "identical invention must 
be shown in as complete detail as is contained in the . . . claim" 
for anticipation to be established. See, e.g., M.P.E.P. § 2131 
(citincr Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 122 6, 123 6, 
(Fed. C'ir. 1989)). Since details recited in claims 1 and 16 are 
neither described nor suggested by Dickie, claims 1 and 16 are 
not anticipated by Dickie. Applicant therefore respectfully 
requests that the rejections of claims 1, 16, and the claims 
dependent therefrom be withdrawn. 
CLAIM e 

Claim 6 has been amended to recite subject matter drawn 
from former claim 8, with the exception that a mode event is 
processed by "the apparatus" rather than "the second computing 
module." Since the second computing module is included in the 
apparatus, the rejection of former claim 8 is germane to present 
claim e. Former claim 8 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as obvious over Dickie and U.S. Patent No. 5,274,753 to 
Roskowski et al . (hereinafter "Roskowski") . 
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As amended, claim 6 relates to an apparatus that includes a 
display having a first display area and a second display area, a 
frame buffer to buffer data for rendition on the display and to 
convey first data to the display for rendition in the first 
display area and second data to the display for rendition in the 
second display area, a first computing module of a mobile 
computer coupled to the frame buffer and configured to convey 
the first data to the frame buffer and to generate control 
signals to direct conveyance of the first data from the frame 
buffer to the display, and a second computing module of a 
personal information device (PID) coupled to the frame buffer 
and configured to convey the second data to the frame buffer and 
to generate control signals to direct conveyance of the second 
data from the frame buffer to the display. The apparatus is 
configured to process a mode event that causes a switch between 
the display of second data and the display of first data. 

The rejection of former claim 8 contended that Dickie 
somehow involved mode events that cause a switch between the 
display of second data conveyed from a second computing module 
in a second display area of a display and the display of first 
data conveyed from a first computing module in a first display 
area of the same display. 
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Applicant respectfully disagrees. As discussed above, 
Dickie's portable computer 104 includes two distinct displays. 
There is no reason to believe that data originating from a 
personal information device (PID) is displayed in a first 
display area and data originating from the mobile computer is 
displayed in a second display area of either of these displays. 
Dickie thus fails to describe or suggest the processing of mode 
events that cause a switch between the display of data in 
display areas, as recited in amended claim 6. 

Ir. contrast with Dickie, Roskowski does describe different 
display areas for different data. See, e.g., Roskowski, col. 4, 
line 14-26 (discussing the prior art); col. 5, line 30-36 
(discussing Roskowski ' s technology). 

However, Roskowski makes it clear that the processing of 
mode events that cause a switch between the display of data in 
display areas is not necessary for his technology. In this 
regard, Roskowski describes that both video and computer 
graphics information is stored in a single frame of pixel 
inf ormation . See, e.g., Roskowski, col. 5, line 30-36. In 
other words , a frame in Roskowski 's buffer can alternate between 
processor information and video source information on a pixel - 
by-pixel basis. See Roskowski , col. 4, line 67 -col. 5, line 4. 



16 



Attorney's Docket No.: 10559-514001/P12418 

Intel Corporation 

See also Roskowski , col. 6, line 10-18 (discussing the use of 
attribute bits to allow pixel types to be determined) . 

Since both processor and video source pixels are stored in 
the same frames, Applicant respectfully submits that Roskowski 
also fails to describe or suggest the processing of mode events 
that cause a switch between the display of data in display 
areas, as recited in amended claim 6. Instead of such mode 
events, Roskowski includes a single mode in which both processor 
and video source pixels are displayed. 

Accordingly, claim 6 is not obvious over Dickie and 
Roskowski. Applicant therefore respectfully requests that the 
rejections of claim 6 and the claims dependent therefrom be 
withdrawn . 
CLAIM 4 2 

Claim 42 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious 
over Dickie and Roskowski. 

Claim 42 relates to a system that includes a display that 
is divisible into a first portion and a second portion, a data 
buffer to receive data for rendition on the display and present 
the data in accordance with control signals, a first computing 
module, and a second computing module. The first computing 
module includes a first processor, a first application program, 
a first data output coupled to the data buffer, and a first 
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control signal output to output first control signals in 
accordance with an. execution of the first application program by 
the first processor to direct conveyance of data from the data 
buffer to the display for display in the first portion of the 
display. The second computing module includes a second 
processor, a second application program, a second data output 
coupled to the data buffer, and a second control signal output 
to output second control signals in accordance with an execution 
of the second application program by the second processor to 
direct conveyance of data from the data buffer to the display 
for display in the second portion of the display. 

The rejection of claim 42 is based on the contention that 
Dickie's display 110 and status display 124 are first and second 
portions of a divisable display. Applicant respectfully 
disagrees . 

As discussed above, display 110 is distinct from display 
124. As can be seen from FIG. 1, display 110 is mounted to a 
lid connected via a hinge to body 112 of a portable computer 
104. Xee Dickie, para. [0015]. Status display 124 is provided 
on the front side of body 112. See Dickie, para. [0017] . 



18 



Attorney's Docket No.: 10559-514001/P12418 

Intel Corporation 

Dickie thus fails to describe or suggest a first computing 
module that includes a first control signal output to output 
first control signals in accordance with an execution of a first 
application program by a first processor to direct conveyance of 
data from a data buffer for display in a first portion of a 
display and a second computing module that includes a second 
control signal output to output second control signals in 
accordance with an execution of a second application program by 
a second processor to direct conveyance of data from the data 
buffer for display in a second portion of the same display, as 
recited in claim 42 . 

Roskowski shares these deficiencies with Dickie. Roskowski 
deals with the display of video information from an analog video 
source, such as analog NTSC or PAL signals. See, e.g., 
Roskowski, col. 3, line 61-64. Such an analog video source is 
not a computing module, as recited in claim 42. Roskowski is 
thus limited to a single processor, a single application 
program, and a single control signal output to output control 
signals in accordance with an execution of the single 
application program. 
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Accordingly, claim 6 is not obvious over Dickie and 
Roskowski . Applicant therefore respectfully requests that the 
rejections of claim 6 and the claims dependent therefrom be 
withdrawn . 
CLAIM 4 3 

Claim 43 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious 
over Dickie and Roskowski. 

Claim 43 relates to the system of claim 42 and includes 
switching logic to switch between conveyance of data from the 
frame buffer to the display in accordance with the first control 
signals and conveyance of data from the frame buffer to the 
display in accordance with the second control signals. 

Roskowski makes it clear that switching logic as recited in 
claim 43 is not necessary for his technology. As discussed 
above, Roskowski ' s frames alternate between processor 
information and video source information on a pixel -by-pixel 
basis. There is no need for the switching logic recited in 
claim 4 3 since a single set of control signals will convey both 
processor information and video source information in individual 
frames . 
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Accordingly, claim 43 is not obvious over Dickie and 
Roskowski on this ground, as well as the grounds discussed above 
for claim 42 . Applicant therefore respectfully requests that 
the rejection of claim 43 be withdrawn. 

Applicant asks that all claims be allowed. No fees are 
believed due at this time. Please apply any charges or credits 
to Deposit Account No. 06-1050. 
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